
AGENDA
Upper Columbia River

Draft Site Inspection Report
Open Houses

December 3 and 4, 2002
Kettle Falls, Colville and Northport. Washington

Poster Session - Attendees can view displays
and talk to EPA staff prior to presentation

6:00 - 6:30

Welcome, Purpose of Meeting, Review Agenda 6:30 - 6:40
Marianne Deppman, - Community Involvement
Coordinator, US EPA

Presentation on Results of draft Site Inspection 6:40 - 7:00
Report - Monica Tonel, US EPA

General Questions and Answers - Moderated 7:00 - 8:00
by Marianne Deppman

Adjourn 8:00

You can review the Draft Site Inspection
Report at:

EPA's Website: http://www.epa.goV/r 10/earth
look for Upper Columbia River in the Index
under "U."

Or at:
Northport Town Hall
Colville Public Library
Inchelium Tribal Resource Center
Nespelem - Office of Environmental Trust
Republic Library

Send Written Comments by
December 31, 2002 to:

Monica Tonel
US EPA Region 10
1200 6th Avenue, MS ECL-I IS
Seattle. WA 98101

Have Questions? Call Marianne
Deppman, EPA's new
Community Involvement
Coordinator at I -800-424-4372
or 206-553-1237.

USEPA SF

1150761



II. Region IP's Approach to listing: PROCESS of selecting a management option

RIO's process of selecting a management option holds NPL listing as a last resort: after the technical site
assessment work is completed, and the site is found to score above 28.5, the site assessment manager
gathers additional information to be used in the management review (e.g., RDT) process. This includes:

- the state's position on listing (to implement Governor letter policy)
- affected tribes' position on listing (to meet trust responsibility)
- position of ATSDR, Natural Resource Trustees (additional technical input beyond MRS)

If the state expresses interest in a state deferral:
(Guidance on Deferral of NPL Listing Determinations while States Oversee Response Actions)

Q EPA evaluates the state's capacity to take on NPL caliber site - state authorities, jurisdiction,
staffing, experience in cleanup of similar sites. If state meets these requirements, we continue (if
not, we broach the idea of NPL-equivalent site status with the state).

Q EPA identifies deferral criteria in a letter to the state. These include the generic criteria in
guidance (state capacity, public notice requirements, etc.), with the following clarifications: -

1) Commit to do CERCLA-equivalent RI/FS (area-wide, in the case of mega-sites)
2) Have enforceable agreement with PRP to conduct the RI/FS
3) Satisfy the Natural Resource Trustees (in most cases, have PRPs sign a tolling agreement that
tolls the statute of limitations for bringing Natural Resource Damages.)
4) Satisfy Tribal interests (EPA must still agree to meet its independent trust responsibilities to
Tribes, including reviewing the state's work, upon request by the tribe.)
5) Have a mechanism for supplying a TAG-like grant, either funded by PRP or the state.

Q After the state documents that they have met the deferral criteria, EPA makes decision to defer,
starts deferral agreement negotiations with the state.

Q Deferral agreement contains schedule for performance and language regarding expectations of
EPA oversight.

Q EPA turns the site over to an RPM to conduct oversight, and may also conduct cost recovery for
site assessment activities.

If deferral is not feasible (e.g.. site on tribal land, or state deferral criteria not met, we evaluate the NPL
equivalent option:

Q EPA determines if there is a viable and willing PRP. Need assurance that PRP has. adequate funds
to conduct investigation and cleanup.

Q EPA consults with affected tribes, the state, and the Natural Resource Trustees regarding their
participation under an EPA-led, NPL equivalent cleanup. We use the same five clarifying criteria
as under the deferral process.

Q If criteria are met, EPA meets with PRPs to negotiate an AOC and SOW to conduct RI/FS.

If deferral or NPL-equivalent are not feasible, we request NPL listing (prepare HRS package, request
governor or tribal concurrence).



I. Region IP's Approach to listing: CONSIDERATIONS in selecting a management option

RIO's approach to NPL listing has changed in last 6 years, in consideration of:

- Growth in state cleanup programs
- Implementation of Governor/Tribal concurrence policy

Emergence of Endangered Species Act provisions
- Involvement of Natural Resource Trustees (federal, state, and tribal partners)
- Involvement of affected Tribes
- Involvement of affected citizens

We have aggressively pursued alternatives to NPL listing at every NPL-caliber site. Our experience has
shown that certain site-specific circumstances often lead to selection of specific management options.

NPL listing is best suited for: (examples: Duwamish River, Portland Harbor, Stibnite, Midnite)

Q Complex sites, including megasites, where there are multiple PRPs and difficult and varying
enforcement issues. NPL gives us the leverage and the expectation to be able to quickly use all
enforcement tools.

Q Where multiple agencies have potential jurisdiction over, and mesh with, various aspects of the
investigation and cleanup - NCP provides a process framework.

Q Sites where the Fund will be needed to complete remedial action.
Q Sites with significant Natural Resource Damages (listing preserves statute of limitations for

NRDA).
Q Sites with high Tribal interest, and Tribes expect govt-to-govt relationship with EPA.

NPL equivalent is best suited for: (examples: St. Maries Creosote, Ketchikan Pulp Co., PM NW landfill)

Q Sites with a cooperative PRP
Q PRP has adequate resources, and assurance of future resources, to conduct investigation and

cleanup, through RA. No EPA funding should be needed.
Q Sites with little Natural Resource Trustee or Tribal interest.

Formal Deferral to the state is best suited for: (examples: Rayonier, Hoy's Marine)

Q States with strong cleanup programs (laws, enforcement, cleanup experience at sites of similar
magnitude). ,

Q Sites where the Natural Resource Trustees, affected Tribes, and community agree that the state
should have the lead.

Q Where state or PRP provides Technical Assistance Grant.

State voluntary cleanup or enforcement program is best suited for: (examples: Old Mill Marina)

Q Sites that score but are not of federal interest
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River Sediment Sampling
south of Scriver Creek, EPA 2001
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation
Interdepartmental Meeting

(EPAinvited)
Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update

December 3,2002,11 a.m.
Nespelem, Washington

Name Affiliation/CCT Dept. Address

) Co/v/^e

Tel. noye-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation
Interdepartmental Meeting

(EPA invited)
Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update

December 3,2002,11 a.m.
Nespelem, Washington
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The Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation
Tribal Council

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update

December 3,2002,1:00 p.m.
Nespelem, Washington

Name Address Tel. noJe-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 3,2002, 6:00 p.m.

Kettle Falls High School
Kettle Falls, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. No./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 3,2002,6:00 p.m.

Kettle Falls High School
Kettle Falls, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. NoVe-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 3,2002,6:00 p.m.

Kettle Falls High School
Kettle Falls, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. NoVe-mail address Would like a copy

inspecuorKreport
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 3,2002,6:00 p.m.

Kettle Falls High School
Kettle Falls, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. No./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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Lake Roosevelt Water Quality Council Meeting
Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update

(EPA invited)
December 4,2002,10:00 am

Colville, Washington

Name Affiliation Address Tel. no./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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Lake Roosevelt Water Quality Council Meeting
Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update

(EPA invited)
December 4,2002,10:00 am

Colville, Washington

Name Affiliation Address Tel. no./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4,2002,1:00 p.m.

Colville Public Library
Colville, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. Noye-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4,2002,1:00 p.m.

Colville Public Library
Colville, Washington

Name Address
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of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4,2002,6:00 p.m.

Northport Town Hall
Northport, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. No7e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4,2002, 6:00 p.m.

Northport Town Hall
Northport, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. No./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4,2002,6:00 p.m.

Northport Town Hall
Northport, Washington

Name Address Affiliation Tel. No./e-mail address Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Open House/Meeting

Upper Columbia River sampling investigation, Update
December 4, 2002, 6:00 p.m.

Northport Town Hall
Northport, Washington

Name Affiliation Tel. No./e-mail address
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Would like a copy
of the draft site
inspection report
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